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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the "interconnecting element" must 
be shown or the feature canceled from the claims. No new matter should be entered. 

2. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 . 1 2 1 (d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Claim Objections 

3. Claim 7 is objected to because of the following informalities: The term "from" is a 
typographical error; for the purposes of examination the term "from" will be read as "forms". 
The phrase "the acceleration sensors arrangement" has insufficient antecedent basis; for the 
purposes of examination the phrase "the acceleration sensors arrangement" will be read as "the 
acceleration sensor arrangement". Appropriate correction is required. 

4. Claim 1 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: The phrase "single crystal 
silicon" contains a grammatical error; for the purposes of examination the phrase "single crystal 
silicon" will be read as "single-crystal silicon". Appropriate correction is required. 

5. Claims 16-18, 20-21 , and 23-24 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
The phrase "the arrangement" has insufficient antecedent basis; for the purposes of examination 
the phrase "the arrangement" will be read as "the acceleration sensor arrangement". Appropriate 
correction is required. 

6. Claim 18 is objected to because of the following informalities: The phrase "the 

r 

acceleration" has insufficient antecedent basis; for the purposes of examination the phrase "the 
acceleration" will be read as "an acceleration". Appropriate correction is required. 

7. Claim 22 is objected to because of the following informalities: The phrase "the event" 
has insufficient antecedent basis; for the purposes of examination the phrase "the event" will be 
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read as "a damaged detecting means". The phrase "the terminal user" has insufficient antecedent 
basis; for the purposes of examination the phrase "the terminal user" will be read as "a user of 
the handheld terminal". Appropriate correction is required. 

8. Claim 23 is objected to because of the following informalities: The phrase "the terminal" 
has insufficient antecedent basis; for the purposes of examination the phrase "the terminal" will 
be read as "the handheld terminal". The term "witched" is a typographical error; for the purposes 
of examination the term "witched" will be read as "switched". The term "indicating" is a 
grammatical error; for the 'purposes of examination the term "indicating" will be read as 
"indication." Appropriate correction is required. 

9. Claim 24 is objected to because of the following informalities: The phrase "the method 
comprising giving" is a grammatical error; for the purposes of examination the phrase "the 
method comprising giving" will be read as "the method comprises giving". Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

10. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

1 1 . Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. The claim is generally narrative and indefinite, failing to conform with current 
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U.S. practice. They appear to be a literal translation into English from a foreign document and 
are replete with grammatical and idiomatic errors. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

12. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

13. Claims 1-3,7-10, 13, 15, 17, 18, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Seidel et al. (US 6,122,965). 

14. With respect to Claim 1, Seidel et al. teaches, in Figure 1 and the Abstract, an 
acceleration sensor arrangement, an acceleration sensor comprising a first body portion (#5), a 
second body portion (#3a), an interconnecting element (#4a) making the first body portion 
integral with the second body portion and detecting means (#7) arranged for giving an indication 
when the second body portion damages the detecting means (column 2, line 50 to column 4, line 
25, wherein the deformation of #4a due to the movement of #3a is read as damaging the 
detecting means), characterized in that the acceleration sensor arrangement comprises a group of 
at least two said acceleration sensors arranged on one carrier, at least two of the sensors 
responding to different forces. 
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15. With respect to Claim 2, Seidel et al. teaches the acceleration sensor arrangement, 
wherein the group comprises acceleration sensors responding to forces in at least three different 
directions (column 2, lines 33-42). 

16. With respect to Claim 3, Seidel et al. teaches the acceleration sensor arrangement, 
wherein the detecting means comprises a conductive path arranged at least on the 
interconnecting element and arranged at a distance from the second body portion (see Figures 1 
&3). 

1 7. With respect to Claim 7, Seidel et al. teaches the acceleration sensor arrangement, 
wherein the detecting means forms a part of an electric detection loop (column 2, lines 47-59, 
wherein the Wheatstone resistance bridge is read as an electric detection loop). 

1 8. With respect to Claim 8, Seidel et al. teaches the acceleration sensor arrangement, 
wherein the indication is stored in a memory (column 4, lines 19-25). 

19. With respect to Claim 9, Seidel et al. teaches the acceleration sensor arrangement, 
wherein the indication is remotely readable (column 4, lines 19-25, wherein the read-only 
memory of the microprocessor is understood to be remotely readable). 

20. With respect to Claim 10, Seidel et al. teaches the acceleration sensor arrangement, 
wherein the acceleration sensor is produced by micromachining technology (column 2, lines 56- 
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59, wherein the micromechanical connecting process is read as the micromachining technology) 
using a surface mountable brittle material (column 2, lines 56-59, wherein the silicon wafer is 
read as the brittle material). 

21 . With respect to Claim 13, Seidel et al. teaches the acceleration sensor arrangement, 
wherein the indication (wherein U is read as an indication) contains at least the information 
identifying a detecting loop broken by an external force (column 3, lines 32-44, wherein a break 
in a bending beam is read as a break in the detecting loop, which would result in U = 0V.) 

22. With respect to Claim 1 5, Seidel et al. teaches the acceleration sensor arrangement, 
wherein the status of the acceleration sensor arrangement is readable from the memory (column 
4, lines 19-25). 

23. With respect to Claim 17, Seidel et al. teaches the acceleration sensor arrangement, 
wherein all sensors of the acceleration sensor arrangement are integrated in a single block (see 
Figure 1). 

24. With respect to Claim 18, Seidel et al. teaches the acceleration sensor arrangement, 
wherein an acceleration of any of the sensors of the acceleration sensor arrangement is remotely 
identifiable (column 4, lines 19-34, wherein the read-only memory of the microprocessor is 
understood to be remote and allows the identification of acceleration of any of the sensors). 



Application/Control Number: 10/502,454 



Page 8 



Art Unit: 2855 

25. With respect to Claim 24 5 Seidel et al. teaches a method in an acceleration sensor 
arrangement comprising a group of at least two acceleration sensors (see Figure 1) 5 an 
acceleration sensor comprising a first body portion (#5), at least one second body portion (#3a), 
and an interconnecting element (#4a) making the first body portion integral with the at least one 
second body portion, the method comprises giving an indication when a second body portion of 
at least one acceleration sensor of the arrangement damages at least one detecting means. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

26. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



27. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 



28. Claims 5 and 6are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Seidel et 
al. (US 6,122,965) in view of Shinji (JP 62036561). 
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29. With respect to Claims 5 and 6, Seidel et al. fails to teach the interconnecting element 
adapted to break when an external force affecting the second body portion of the acceleration 
sensor exceeds a predetermined threshold level. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
understand that a break of the interconnecting element would cause a break in the conductive 
path of the detecting means in the sensor of Seidel et al. Shinji teaches, in the Abstract, an 
acceleration sensor comprising a first body portion (#1), a second body portion (#8), an 
interconnecting element making the first body portion integral with the second body portion (#3), 
wherein the interconnecting element is adapted to break (wherein the break is read as an 
indication containing information identifying a broken detecting loop) when an external force 
affecting the second body portion of the acceleration sensor exceeds a predetermined threshold 
level (see Abstract). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the device of Seidel et al. to have an interconnecting element adapted to 
break, as taught by Shinji, in order to detect when the maximum acceleration was surpassed 
without use of any special detection circuit (Shinji, see Abstract). 

30. Claims 4, 1 1, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Seidel et al. (US 6,122,965) in view of Bashir et al. (US 5,747,353). 

3 1 . With respect to Claim 4, Seidel et al. teaches the acceleration sensor arrangement, 
wherein the detecting means comprises a conductive path at least on the interconnecting element 
and outputs a signal indicating the detected acceleration. However, Seidel et al. fails to teach the 
conductive path comprising a conductive doped-silicon layer. Bashir et al. teaches, in Figure 5, 
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an acceleration sensor, wherein a detecting means (#142, wherein the moveable element is read 
as the detecting means) comprises a conductive doped-silicon layer (#132). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the conductive 
path of Seidel et al. to comprise a conductive doped-silicon layer, as taught by Bashir et al., in 
order to have a monolithic device that has a signal conditioning circuitry fabricated using a ■ 
silicon-on-insulator (SOI) structure. Thus, the SOI fabricated signal conditioning circuitry will 
provide a faster output with a lower noise level (Bashir et al., see Abstract). 

32. With respect to Claim 11, Seidel et al. fails to teach that the brittle material is single- 
crystal silicon. Bashir et al. teaches an acceleration sensor produced by using a surface 
mountable brittle material, wherein the material is single-crystal silicon (see Abstract). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to manufacture 
the device of Seidel et al. using single-crystal silicon, as taught by Bashir et al., because single- 
crystal silicon does not suffer from stress related warping (Bashir et al., Abstract), thus providing 
better shock resistance for the device. 

33. With respect to Claim 12, Seidel et al. fails to teach that the brittle material is 
polycrystalline silicon. Bashir et al. teaches an acceleration sensor produced by using a surface 
mountable brittle material, wherein the material is polycrystalline silicon (column 1, lines 58- 
67). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
manufacture the device of Seidel et al. using polycrystalline silicon, as taught by Bashir et al., in 
order to have the acceleration sensors be compatible with fabrication techniques used in the 



Application/Control Number: 10/502,454 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2855 

semiconductor industry. As a result, they can be made using the same processing techniques as 
are used for the associated signal conditioning circuitry (Bashir et al., column 2, lines 1-7), thus 
reducing the manufacturing cost of the device. 

34. Claims 14 and 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Seidel et al. (US 6,122,965) in view of Tennes et al. (US 4,745,564). 



35. With respect to Claim 14, Seidel et al. fails to disclose that the indication contains the 
time when the indication was given. Tennes et al. teaches an acceleration detection apparatus 
wherein an indication of acceleration contains at least the time when the indication was given 
(see Abstract). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the device of Seidel et al. to have the indication contain the time when the 
indication was given, as taught by Tennes et al., in order to have a device that can provide an 
event-time history that can be read out and analyzed at a more convenient time (Tennes et al. 
column 2, lines 48-68). 

36. With respect to Claims 19 and 20, Seidel et al. teaches the acceleration sensor 
arrangement, wherein all sensors of the acceleration sensor arrangement are integrated in a 
multichip module (see Figure 1). However, Seidel et al. fails to disclose the single block 
comprising a means for storing indications containing the time when the indication was given 
and the identity of the detecting means. Tennes et al. teaches a detection apparatus containing in 



Application/Control Number: 10/502,454 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2855 

the same housing, acceleration sensors and a microcomputer (column 3, lines 5-7), wherein the 
microcomputer is a means for storing indications containing at least the time when the indication 
was given (see Abstract) and the identity of the detecting means (column 2, lines 60-68, wherein 
the direction of acceleration is read as the identity of the detecting means). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the device of 
Seidel et al. to include a means for storing indications containing the time when the indication 
was given and the identity of the detecting means, as taught by Tennes et al., in order to have a 
device that can provide an event-time history that can be read out and analyzed at a more 
convenient time (Tennes et al. column 2, lines 48-68). 

37. With respect to Claim 21, Seidel et al. fails to disclose the acceleration sensor 
arrangement, wherein all sensors of the acceleration sensor arrangement are integrated in an 
integrated circuit together with means for storing indications containing at least the time when 
the indication was given and the identity of the detecting means. Tennes et al. further teaches the 
detection apparatus, wherein all sensors of the acceleration sensor arrangement are integrated in 
an integrated circuit together with means for storing the indications containing at least the time 
when the indication was given and the identity of the detecting means (see Figure 4 and 
Abstract). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the device of Seidel et al. to have all sensors of the acceleration sensor 
arrangement integrated in an integrated circuit together with means for storing indications 
containing at least the time when the indication was given and the identity of the detecting 
means, as taught by Tennes et al., in order to provide an all-in-one device which can be fixedly 
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attached to a larger object to concurrently sense accelerations and store the sensed acceleration 
events, and the times of occurrence of those acceleration events so that they can be read out and 
analyzed at a more convenient time (Tennes et al. 5 column 2, lines 48-58). 

38. Claims 16, 22, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Seidel et al. (US 6,122,965) in view of Heikkirien (EP 1 109 378 A2). 

39. With respect to Claim 16, Seidel et al. teaches the acceleration sensor arrangement 
adapted to give a warning (wherein the output of the piezoresistors is read as a warning) to a user 
(wherein it is understood that a user of the sensor would access the memory) when an external 
force affects the second body portion. However, Seidel et al. fails to teach a warning given when 
the external force exceeds a predetermined threshold level. Heikkinen teaches a sensor 
arrangement adapted to give a warning (wherein the peak signal is read as a warning) to a user 
(wherein the service technician is read as a user) when an external force affecting the sensor 
exceeds a predetermined threshold level (column 2, lines 12-15 & column 3, lines 5-16). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
the device of Seidel et al. to be adapted to give a warning to a user when an external force 
exceeds a predetermined threshold level, as taught by Heikkinen, in order to provide a simple 
and inexpensive means of monitoring the shock to which a mobile electronic apparatus is 
subjected (column 1, lines 19-21) and to determine if damage caused by the shock will be 
covered by warranty services (column 1, lines 10-18). 
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40. With respect to Claim 22, Seidel et al. fails to teach the acceleration sensor arrangement 
characterizing a handheld terminal and the acceleration sensor arrangement giving an indication 
to a user of the handheld terminal of a damaged detecting means. Heikkinen teaches a handheld 
terminal (column 1, lines 1-5, wherein the mobile electronic apparatus is read as a handheld 
terminal) that is characterized by a sensor arrangement that determines when the handheld device 
is subjected to excessive force and the sensor arrangement giving an indication (column 3, lines 
10-15, wherein the shock signal record is read as an indication) to a user of the handheld terminal 
(column 3, lines 10-15, wherein the service technician is read as a user) of a damaged detecting 
means (column 2, lines 55-58, wherein the jarred diaphragm is read as a damaged detecting 
means). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the device of Seidel et al. to be utilized in a handheld terminal to provide an indication 
of a damaged detecting means, as taught by Heikkinen, in order to provide a simple means of 
monitoring the shock to which a mobile electronic apparatus is subjected (column 1, lines 19-21) 
and to determine if damage caused by the shock will be covered by warranty services (column 1 , 
lines 10-18). 

41 . With respect to Claim 23, Heikkinen further teaches, in column 3, lines 5-21, the warning 
given to a user of the terminal if the indication is active (the downloadable shock signal record is 
read as being an active indication) when the handheld terminal is switched on (the serviceable 
mobile phone is read as being a switched-on handheld terminal). 
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42. With respect to Claim 25, no rejection based on prior art is proper at this time due to the 
informal nature of the claim, as noted above. 



43. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Punam Patel whose telephone number is (571) 272-6794. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday 9:30 AM to 6:00 PM. 

44. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edward Lefkowitz can be reached on (571) 272-2180. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

45. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Conclusion 
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